INTRODUCTION
Research on public-private organizational distinctions, publicness theory, and the "public" characteristics of government, business, and nonprofit organizations are among the most frequently cited in the discipline of public administration. Theoretical insights offered by this stream of research have led multiple scholars to identify publicness as a leading paradigm of public administration research (Lan and Anders 2000; Riccucci 2010 ). Public administration researchers highlighted the theoretical significance of publicness at the Minnowbrook Conference in 2008, a gathering (held once every 20 years) devoted to "critical inquiry and honest examination of the field" (O'Leary 2011, p. i3) (see Chapter 14 in this volume for additional discussion on Minnowbrook and related concepts). Attendees, select scholars early in their academic careers, expressed commitment to "serve as change agents to uphold and shape the culture of Public Administration, a culture that is open-minded to and appreciates multiple theoretical and methodological perspectives, with an emphasis on 'publicness'" (O'Leary 2011, p. i5, emphasis added; see also DeHart-Davis et al. 2010) . Now a decade removed from Minnowbrook III, theoretical and empirical research in this area continues to gather momentum, due in large part to the implications of publicness for organizational behavior (Wittmer and Coursey 1996; Wheeler and Brady 1998; Brewer and Brewer 2011) and performance (Andrews et al. 2011; Walker and Bozeman 2011; Zhu and Johansen 2014; Petrovsky et al. 2015) . This research informs us that publicness is not simply a theoretical instrument for classifying the degree to which an organization is public; it also presents implications for public management (Bozeman 1987; Merritt et al. 2018a) , namely, managing for public outcomes, or what Moulton (2009, p. 889 ; see also Bozeman and Moulton 2011) refers to as "managing publicness." transactions (Rainey et al. 1976) . The basis for the public-private distinction lies in the division between political authority and market incentives, and their impacts on government and private organizations, respectively (Dahl and Lindblom 1953; Perry and Rainey 1988) . Whereas the objectives and outcomes of public organizations are dictated primarily by the political context of their work, the objectives and outcomes of private organizations are largely shaped by their shareholders, clients, and the market economy (Nutt and Backoff 1993; Walker and Bozeman 2011) . The different legal statuses of government and private organizations-including their different political and market contexts-also have implications for the management of a number of issues, such as measurement of performance, emphasis on efficiency versus equity, and clarity regarding the "bottom line", among others (Allison 1987) .
Although an organization's legal ownership provides a useful framework for understanding its behaviors and performance outcomes, Bozeman and Bretschneider (1994) maintain that the core approach may yield limitations for organizational analysis. In part, this is because organizational outcomes are the product of institutional and structural mechanisms working in concert with ownership, rather than ownership alone (Heinrich and Fournier 2004; Merritt 2014) . Moreover, the blurring of sectors introduces empirical challenges to analyzing organizations primarily through an ownership lens (Dahl and Lindblom 1953; Wamsley and Zald 1973; Bozeman 1987; Bozeman and Bretschneider 1994) . While core publicness does not fully discount the public characteristics of which many private organizations are comprised, it downplays the theoretical insights that research on private organizations may offer when seeking to classify public organizations (Merritt et al. 2018a (Merritt et al. , 2018b .
The dimensional approach to classifying organizations integrates factors alongside ownership to identify organization type (Bozeman 1987) . According to Bozeman's (1987) dimensional approach, organizations are more or less public (as opposed to purely public or private) depending on the degree to which they are subject to political authority, which is determined by the combination of distinct factors: public ownership, level of government funding, and degree of exposure to government regulation. Public ownership refers to collective ownership by a political community, such as a municipality, and provides formal control of assets and any value generated (Petrovsky et al. 2015) . With regard to funding, public organizations are largely funded by tax receipts and funding from political bodies, while private organizations rely considerably on fees paid by consumers of services (Andrews et al. 2011 ).
Finally, regulation captures the degree to which elected officials or their agents leverage government authority to shape the policies and practices of organizations via laws and oversight (Hood et al. 2000) . Much can be understood about organizations by knowing the combination of public-and market-based authorities to which they are subjected (Bozeman 2013). For example, organizations receiving the majority of their financial resources from government may be less responsive to product consumers compared to organizations whose primary funding is acquired from customers (Andrews et al. 2011) . Even though publicness is principally associated with political authority to which government organizations are subjected, this form of authority is also salient in private for-profit (Moulton 2010; Moulton and Feeney 2010) and third sector (Moulton and Eckerd 2012) organizations.
Publicness presents implications for a number of public management inputs, processes, and outcomes, such as that which is associated with service to vulnerable populations (Su 2017) , information technology (Bretschneider 1990) , inequality (Zhu and Johansen 2014) , strategic management (Bozeman and Straussman 1990; Nutt and Backoff 1993) , administrative practices related to integrity (Molina 2015) , ethical work climate (Wittmer and Coursey 1996; Wheeler and Brady 1998) (Heinrich and Fournier 2004; Feeney and Welch 2012) , and internal resource acquisition functions (Scott and Falcone 1998) .
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Building on both the core and dimensional publicness frameworks, "managing for public outcomes, or managing publicness, requires attention to the combined effects of regulative, associative, and cultural-cognitive public value institutions" (Moulton 2009, p. 889) . According to Moulton's (2009) realized publicness framework, institutions are defined as systems "comprised of regulative, normative [or associative], and cultural cognitive elements that, together with associated activities and resources, provide stability and meaning to social life" (Scott 2008, p. 48) , including those which better enable organizations to achieve public outcomes. Scott (2008) defines these types of institutions in his classic book, Institutions and Organizations: Ideas and Interests. Regulative institutions involve "the capacity to establish rules, inspect others' conformity to them, and, as necessary, manipulate sanctions-rewards and punishment-in an attempt to influence future behavior" (Scott 2008 , p. 52); normative institutions "introduce a prescriptive, evaluative, and obligatory dimension into social life" (Scott 2008, p. 54) ; cultural-cognitive institutions represent "shared conceptions that constitute the nature of social reality and the frames through which meaning is made" (Scott 2008, p. 57) .
Indicators of regulative institutions include rules, laws, and sanctions; indicators of normative institutions include horizontal activities, such as certification, accreditation, and cooperative agreements; indicators of cultural-cognitive institutions include common beliefs and shared logics of action (Scott 2008; Moulton 2009 ). The ability to identify regulative, associative, and cultural-cognitive public value institutions, Moulton (2009) contends, better positions scholars identify the "public" characteristics of government organizations and the effects of publicness on the organizational achievement of public outcomes (see also, Merritt et al. 2018b) . That is, the identification or institutionalization of public values within organizational designs, structures, and processes may facilitate the effective management of publicness.
In considering the empirical utilities of the multiple publicness frameworks, Scott and Falcone (1998, p. 4) call for scholars to bear in mind that, "no one perspective has assumed a level of paradigmatic preeminence." One approach to classifying public organizations may provide increased utility over another depending on which organizational characteristics are under investigation (Scott and Falcone 1998) or whether publicness is specifically being utilized as a management tool to advance public outcomes. For the purposes of managing publicness to fulfill public outcomes, Moulton's (2009) realized publicness framework may be particularly valuable for managers seeking to steer organizational outcomes (see also, Merritt et al. 2018b ).
Managers employing the realized publicness framework must take into account their organization's legal ownership, funding from the government, and regulation by the government when designing their organizations to fulfill public outcomes. As Moulton (2009, p. 889) states:
In light of the blurring between sectors, it is critical to not only understand public organizations, but also to identify the factors that contribute to the achievement of public outcomes across sectors … By integrating the theory of dimensional publicness with recent work on public values, this analysis presents a framework that defines realized publicness as public outcomes predicted in part by institutions embodying public values. Moore (1995, p. 52) maintains that public value is generated through governmental activity, and that specific managerial actions integral to achieving public good are tied to government "deploying the money and authority entrusted in them to produce things of value to particular clients and beneficiaries" and "establishing and operating an institution that meets citizens' (and their representatives') desires for properly ordered and productive public institutions." While Moore identified these responsibilities as governmental, managers in the private and nonprofit sectors similarly adhere to certain organizational processes to generate public value; they deploy resources and authority (with the backing of government) and establish and operate institutions that fulfill the needs of citizens.
So what makes managing publicness distinct from other approaches to management?
This approach does not primarily base management prescriptions on the sectoral designation of an organization. Rather, this approach to management is designed for any organizationregardless of its sectoral affiliation-that aims to address public problems. For example, business management scholars may find value in publicness theory, as their discipline has begun to place greater emphasis on the study of corporate social responsibility, which emphasizes that the actions of organizations in the private sector "contribute to social welfare, beyond what is required for profit maximization" (McWilliams 2015; see also Merritt et al. 2018b ).
ANTECEDENTS TO MANAGING PUBLICNESS: PROFESSIONAL AND CULTURAL

SOCIALIZATION
Scholarship has yet to consider the antecedents to managing for public outcomes, specifically those related to a manager's professional and cultural socialization. Socialization, according to Presthus (1978) , is described as a process by which cultural values and institutions mold personalities and behaviors. More specifically, professional socialization is associated with behaviors resulting from career-and instruction-related experiences and cultural socialization refers to intrinsic characteristics-both of which may explain or predict an individual's values and behaviors (Presthus 1978) . Hamidullah et al. (2015) note that values shape managerial preferences regarding the desired means for achieving particular outcomes, which in turn influence organizational performance. That is, "values can be communicated by organizational leadership and become part of, and embedded in, an organization's culture" (Stazyk et al. 2017, p. 606) . As Hill and Lynn (2009, p. 192) decisions to accept or resist organizational pressures" (Stazyk et al. 2017, p. 607) . Through exploration of the characteristics of managers, we can better postulate the possible ways in which managers of varying professional and cultural backgrounds may interpret and employ publicness, specifically regulative, associative, and cultural-cognitive institutions, to drive organizational outcomes.
We consider professional antecedents with respect to management tenure, and cultural antecedents with respect to gender and race. Considering these antecedents is critical because it sheds light on the implications of a professionally and culturally diverse workforce of managers charged with leading organizational efforts to address public problems across sectors. While the internal and environmental public value institutions facilitate organizational performancespecifically the realization of public outcomes-to consider these institutions absent from the background of the managers putting these institutions in place overlooks the implications of the social attributes of top-level managers.
Management Tenure
Research on organizational theory and behavior demonstrates the role of a manager's professional background on organizational outcomes. Professional socialization forces are shaped in large part by "indoctrination" by the organization in which an individual is presently employed and can shape managerial values, strategies, and decision making (Hamidullah et al. 2015) . Hamidullah et al. (2015, p. 252) maintain that:
organizations play a key part in making sure that the values of the individual are consistent with the goals of the organization. A key part of this is organizational socialization, which scholars have considered as happening when administrators adopt behaviors and preferences that are more consistent with the organization, and minimize their own personal influence on their behavior.
They go on to state that:
organizations may provide such interventions and cause individuals to place value on different goals. Administrators may place those values ahead of their personal beliefs to increase opportunities for promotion or further career success. This internalization of organizational beliefs can happen because of peer pressure or because the individual begins to agree with the dominant organizational view. (Hamidullah et al. 2015 , p. 252) Stazyk et al. (2017) note that socialization factors present themselves through both formal and informal organizational processes.
Management tenure plays a role in exposing actors to an organization's social expectations and is a particularly salient driver of public outcomes (Juenke 2005). While Lewis's (2008) research demonstrates that career professionals with longer tenures are more successful in leading organizations to stronger performance, Gallo and Lewis (2012) provide insight into the institutions managers tap to meet these ends. They contend that, similar to political appointees, career managers are likely to have connections to political stakeholders (Gallo and Lewis 2012) .
With time, these political connections are likely to attract greater resources to the agency (Gallo and Lewis 2012) . While organizational and environmental mechanisms associated with greater exposure to political authority (that is, government ownership, funding, regulation) may suggest that regulative institutions are beyond managerial control, this can actually be managed (Moulton 2009; Merritt et al. 2018a ), such as with respect to the level of governmental resources (for example, funding) managers generate for their organizations.
Proposition 1
Managers with longer tenures, all else being equal, are more likely to leverage regulative institutions (for example, attracting funding from political authorities) to achieve public outcomes.
The procedures and activities related to collaboration and networking are examples of associative institutions which may be employed by managers to achieve public outcomes. 
Proposition 2
Management tenure, all else being equal, is positively associated with a manager's utilization of quality associative institutions to achieve public outcomes.
An important caveat must also be considered in light of this proposition. Juenke (2005) maintains that "over time, previously useful and cooperative networks may become rigid and unproductive. In fact, this is the type of structure-building and uncooperative behavior that notes that institutional barriers sometimes prevent women from gaining leadership positions in organizations. Despite these institutional barriers, women have made incremental gains in employment as public managers (Perrott 2002) . As a result, the extent to which gender matters in the context of management has received increased scholarly attention in the field of public administration and organizational studies (Stivers 2002; Meier et al. 2006a; Portillo and Dehart-Davis 2009; Hamidullah et al. 2015) . For example, Meier et al. (2006b, p. 899 ) maintain that female public managers more often exhibit emotional labor, defined as "the projection of feelings and emotions needed to gain cooperation of clients or coworkers, the ability to see another's side of the issue and integrate that perspective into what the organization does."
Emotional labor, the practice of which aligns with dimensions of emotional intelligence (for example, empathy, motivation, self-regulation, self-awareness, and social skill), is linked with positive organizational outcomes (Goleman 1998; Francouer et al. 2007) . By this observation, public organizations with a higher proportion of females acting as middle and upper managers may experience strong organizational performance with respect to productivity, reduced employee turnover, and client satisfaction (Goleman 1998; Meier et al. 2006b ). Stivers (2002, p. 76 ) contends that females have "different personal qualities and life experiences than men, and therefore approach organizational leadership distinctively" (see also Meier et al. 2006a) . Distinctions in this area may present implications for the achievement of public outcomes because the nature of managing public organizations has shifted from planning, organizing, staffing, directing, coordinating, reporting, and budgeting (POSDCORB)-based administrative duties introduced by Gulick (1937) to a more leadership-based, externally engaged management approach which recognizes that complex public problems cannot be addressed effectively by a single organization (Provan and Milward 1995; O'Toole 1997; Agranoff and McGuire 2003) . Meier et al. (2006a) , in particular, suggest that the range of competencies of which organizational leaders must be comprised to successfully manage in an era of (collaborative) governance are consistent with managing for public outcomes. They contend that "public managers and those who research their roles should think of managerial tasks in terms of a tripartite distinction among managing upward, downward, and outward-shorthand for involvement with sets of considerations and also stakeholders who can be expected to matter in the production of public value" (Meier et al. 2006a, p. 26) . Specifically: managing upward, or dealing with overhead political leaders, is likely accomplished at least in part-probably significantly-through the interactions of managers with their political principals. Managing outward, a way of thinking about the networked character of public programs, can also be characterized by explicit interactions. Managing downward [by interacting with subordinates], the most conventional and core component of public management, can be more complex behaviorally." (Meier et al. 2006a, p. 27) In analyzing the distinctions between male and female managers, Meier et al. find that female managers consistently outperform men in leveraging political authorities to address organizational objectives. Specifically, "women managers are able to convert the negative impacts of managing upward into positive results on several of the organizational performance indicators. In contrast, women managers generally get lower results from managing downward and managing outward than do their male counterparts" (Meier et al. 2006a, p. 33) . Fox and Schuhmann (1999) , analyzing female city managers, similarly find that females place greater value on open communication with elected officials when seeking to enhance organizational performance outcomes compared with male city managers. These findings may result from the observation that women (particularly those at higher organizational levels) may compensate for their lack of organizational power, traditionally speaking, through the utilization of bureaucratic means (Portillo and Dehart-Davis 2009) .
Proposition 3
Female managers, all else being equal, are more likely to leverage regulative institutions to achieve public outcomes.
In terms of managing outward, studies reveal that female managers are more effective in developing new formal networks with external organizations such as occupational associations and social groups, while men more frequently rely on "good old boy" networks (Meier et al. 2006a ); see also Guy and Duke 1992) . Hamidullah et al. (2015, p. 251) note that "women tend to be more collaborative and democratic and their presence in organizations has an impact on policy outcomes and organizational performance." Even when studies find that women managers spend quantitatively less time than male managers engaging in networks, female leaders generate higher-quality results for organizational performance through these interactions (Jacobson et al. 2010 ). This may be attributable to the aptitude of female managers to tap into quality networks not previously leveraged.
Proposition 4
Both male and female managers engage associative institutions to achieve public outcomes; however, all else being equal, female managers are more likely to develop partnerships with organizations with whom the principal organization has not previously engaged.
Race
Public organizations are becoming increasingly diverse with respect to race, including at the managerial level. Racial diversity has implications for organizational performance (Wise and Tschirhart 2000; Pitts 2005 ). For example, Pitts's (2005, p. 628 ) study demonstrates that "if target population diversity is higher, then the need for diversity among managers is higher.
Matching diversity between the two levels-public managers and target population-produces the most positive and consistent relationship between ethnicity and performance." Thompson (1976) contends that a critical mass of racially diverse managers is integral to representation.
Interestingly, prior to research conducted by Stazyk et al. (2017) , public administration research has offered relatively little insight into whether (and to what extent) the perceptions of public values differ between minority and non-minority managers. "Accounting for race in the public values context matters insofar as it likely affects how public managers make decisions about service and program delivery" (Stazyk et al. 2015, p. 25) and may specifically offer insight into how organizational leaders of color institutionalize public values to achieve public good. Conner's (2016, p. 296 ) study on the role of shared identity in the collaborative process notes that "the degree to which Indian education officials in public schools believe that native nations should, and have a right to be, involved in the internal affairs of public schools related to Indian education have a significantly higher level of engagement with tribal government."
Related to this finding, Connor's study suggests that minority managers who aim to achieve public outcomes by integrating cultural-cognitive institutions, such as the participation of service recipients in the organizational decision-making process, may also find such institutions are alone insufficient to advance public outcomes. Stakeholder participation in the policymaking and implementation process is often contingent upon elected officials' commitment to public policies that benefit the stakeholders (or target population) in question (Nicolson-Crotty and Meier 2005; Ingram et al. 2007 ). The government is sometimes directly responsible for initiating public participation by affected stakeholders (Daley and Reames 2015) . As Connor (2016, p. 292) explains, "public policies send powerful messages to groups that, over time, become institutionalized and engrained in the political psyche. The disproportionate treatment of particular groups in society can greatly affect their participation in the political system" (see also Schneider and Ingram 1993; Soss 1999) . With minority managers reporting a stronger preference for the public administration values of efficiency and effectiveness (Stazyk et al. 2017) , we may expect minority managers to view managing upward with political authorities as a necessary precondition to utilizing mechanisms such as public or stakeholder participation in policy implementation.
Proposition 5
When pursuing public outcomes, minority managers, all else being equal, are more likely to secure support from or through regulative institutions prior to leveraging culturalcognitive institutions.
IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
The chapter offered a preliminary theory on the roles of professional and cultural antecedents in managing publicness. More specifically, this chapter considered how management tenure, gender, and race may shape our approach to managing for public outcomes. These factors related to our socialization may shape the management tools as well as organizational structures and configurations managers identify, value, and ultimately employ when designing their organizations to advance public outcomes amid increasingly multifaceted and complex governance systems. While we theorize how certain professional and cultural socialization factors may influence a manager's approach to structuring their organization to achieve public outcomes, we do not consider there to be an ideal form of socialization, nor do we contend that socialization factors considered in the present chapter represent an exhaustive set.
Public administration may benefit from additional research in this area (including the empirical analysis of our theoretical assertions) for a number of reasons. First, the role of professional and cultural antecedents to managing publicness enables scholars to marry two important areas of public administration research-publicness and diversity (for a discussion on diversity in US public administration, see Chapter 16 in this volume). At the time of writing, publicness theory has provided insight into how to classify "public" organizations (Rainey et al. 1976; Bozeman 1987; Moulton 2009 ) and how to effectively manage institutions with public value implications (Moulton 2009; Bozeman and Moulton 2011; Merritt et al. 2018a) . Diversity scholarship informs researchers that a person's culture, background, and experiences are fundamental to that individual's perception of public values (Bozeman and Johnson 2015; Stazyk et al. 2017 ) and may shape how public values are evoked in management strategy to pursue public outcomes in organizations (Hamidullah et al. 2015) . Research on diversity also calls for scholars to further consider how the range of characteristics tied to a person's background serves as complementary or competing forces to effective management (Hamidullah et al. 2015; Breslin et al. 2017 ) Together, research on organizations and the varying backgrounds of the managers who lead them may provide scholars with a more holistic understanding of factors integral to the organizational realization of public outcomes.
This chapter may also present implications for human resources management, particularly the recruitment, training, and development of senior managers. During the recruitment process, organizations may benefit from understanding how a prospective manager's cultural background (Hamidullah et al. 2015; Stazyk et al. 2017 ) and professional experiences (Petrovsky et al. 2015) may individually shape their management strategy in light of the organization's mission. Recognizing that strategic management skills diminish over time (GethaTaylor et al. 2015) , efforts to continually develop organizational leaders may prove more effective if training is tailored for a single individual, taking into account how their professional and cultural background may uniquely shape their management. For example, organizations training top-level leaders with extensive management tenures may benefit from taking into consideration this key aspect of their background, while simultaneously recognizing that tenure may not singularly (or even primarily) explain or predict one's approach to managing for public outcomes.
Just as theory on diversity management and representative bureaucracy maintain that having diverse sets of values will enhance organizational decision-making (Selden 1997; Keiser et al. 2002; Stazyk et al. 2017) , future research should aim to build upon the work of Nabatchi (2012), Thomas (2013), and Bryson et al. (2013) , among numerous other scholars, to better understand how citizens can fully engage their unique characteristics to shape the fulfillment of public outcomes in their private lives (Nabatchi 2012 ) (see also, Chapter 24 in this volume). As Merritt et al. note, even if individuals never advance to management positions or lack capacity in their eventual employment to shift their organization's focus or investment in the achievement of outcomes that align with public values, they will gain an appreciation of how activities, such as serving on a community-based task force or participating in political discourse, can also contribute to the public good. (Merritt et al. 2018b, pp. 20-21 ; see also Nabatchi 2012) Indeed, even outside of a management context, a diversely socialized and engaged citizenry may play an essential role in advancing the public good. NOTE 1 Bozeman and Moulton (2011); Merritt et al. 2018a Merritt et al. , 2018b and Rainey (2011) provide comprehensive reviews of empirical studies concerning the effects of publicness.
